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Attached is one complete set of-exhibité to
the depositions of:
Walter Amory,.10/1/81
John Bean, 10/2/81
Dan Christy, 10/5/81

Except Amory Deposition Exhibit 1, which is a large map entitled
"Water Department Town of Southington Map of Paravellia Farm
Showing Location of Test Wells," dated June 1965.
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(Piscussion off the record)
(Short recess taken})
CR0OSS EXAMINATION
BY MR. CAREY:
Q. Mr. Amory, I am Austin Carey. I tepresent 

some of the parties who have Iintervened as privaté
parties in this lawsuit in Connecticut, genefally a
public interest organization which has a protective
interest in the environment.

Do you have an opinion as to the source of
the organohalides in Well No. 6? 

MR. KELLEY: I think Qe should establish
whether or not he feels he has adeqguate factual
basis to base such an opinion on.

MR. CAREY: Well, I asked him if he has an
opinion.

A. I have a number of opinions. The ﬁrouble
is that I cannot pht them together and stand behind
them without some addi;ional infdrmation.

0. I take it, then, that vyvour informatioﬁ is.
inadeguate to form an opirion as to the source of
the pollution in Well No. 67

A, I am afraid so -~ the information that i

have been privy to see.

DORIS G. WONG ASSOCIATES
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C. | Is the same true, then, of Well MNo. 472
A. I would say yes.

MR. CARLY: 1 have no questiong beyond
those. Thank you.

MR. KELLBY:‘ I have no gquesticns.

MR. BLUMSTEIN: I have no questions.

MR, RODBERG: Mr;vAmcry, earlier, off the
record, I explained the procedure yithvrespect to
reading and signing. You have indicated to me that
it is your intention to obtain the traenscript of the |
proceedings today,‘review them, read them; make
whatever corrections vou feel are necessary, if‘any,
sign it, and return it as yocu will be instructed by
the reporter in the cover letter. : |

THE WITNESS: Yes.

(Discussion off the record)

MR. RCDBERG; Thank you.

(Whereupon, the proceed;ng

concluded at 3:06 p.m.)

DORIS 0. WONG AZSSOCIATES
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CERTIVPFIOCATHLEG
I, Walter 2mery, do hereby certify ;hat I have
read the foregoing transcript of my te;tjmony, and

further certify that said transcript is a true and

.accurate record of said testimony.

Dated at , this  day of _ e
1981.

Sworn and subscribed to before me this _ day
.of , 1981.

Notary Public

My Commission expires:.

DORIS O. WONG ASSOCIATES
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COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS)
SUFFOLK, SS. )

I, Rosanna Del Cuidice, Registered frofessional
Repcrter and Notary Public‘in ané for the
Commonwealth of Masséchusetts, do hereby certify
that there came before me on the 1lst day of Cctober,
1981, at 10:03 a.m., the person hereinbefere named,
who was by me duly sworn to testify toe the truth and
nothing but the truth of his knowledge tcuching and
concerning the matters in controversy in this cause;
that he was thereupon examined uvpon his oath, and
his examination reduced to typeﬁriting under ny
direction; and that the depcsition is a true record
cf the testimony given by the witness.

I further certify thaet I am neither attorney or
counsel for, nor related to or employed by, any
atterrey or counsel employed by the parties heareto
or financially interested in the action.

In witness wherecf, 1 have hereunto set my hand
and affixed my notarial seal this ZZ&&/ay of n i¢

1981.

- oy Notary Public

)wMy commission expires: June 25, 1987
(}), yel »

,)}/ . \

N L
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"DORIS 0. WONG ASSOCIATES




Doris O. Wong Associates, Inc.

31 i#ilk Street, Boston, Massachusetts 02109 .
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Professional Shorthand Reporters
Notaries Public

w&l t—;--b- h&hor} £ pi.,
P.O. Dox 1768 R
Duxbury, MA, 02332 SR

Re:  USA vs. Solvents Recovery Service
of Hew England .

Derozition of: Walter Amory

D

Dear Mr, Amory:

Enclosed pleasa £ind your deposition taken in the above-re
to matier on Octobar 1, 1981, at the Foliuag Inn Government Co
Boaton, Massachusetts.

f‘ H|

Would you read and sign your deposition befaore any notarv, and
then return same to Attornoy QOLwera, as requasted by Counsel.

If you have any suggested corrections, please make them on a

separate sheet of paper, indicating the page, line number, and the
suggested correction. Please do not mark up the daposition.

Your cecoperation in this matter would be greatly appreciated.
Very truly vours,

DORIS O. WANG ASSOCIATES

& T R

Resanna Del Guldice, RPR

ce: Michael L. Rodburg, Ed.
Jdoel Blumstein, Esq.
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 0006666 -
DISTRICT OF CONNECTICUT :

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
Plaintiff,
va. Case No. H~79-704

SOLVENTS RECOVERY SERVICE OF
NEW ENGLAND,

e B e (1] *e -9 - .y

Dafendant.

DEPOSITION of WALTER AMORY, a witness called on
behalf of the Dafendant, taken pursuant to the Federal Rules
of Civil Procedure, before Rosanna Del Guldica, Registered
Professional Reporter and Notary Public in and for the -
Commonwealth of Massachusetts, at the Holiday Inn, Government
Center, Boston, Massachussetts 02114, on Thursdaj, Octobar 1,
1881, commencing at 10:04 z.m.,

PRESENT:

Joel Blumstein, Esqg., Environmental Protection Agency,
Region I, JFK Federal Building, Government Center,
Boston, Massachusetts 02203, for the Plaintiff.

Lowenstein, Sandler, Brochin, Kohl, Fisher & Boylan
(by Michael L. Rodberg and Marion Percell, Esgs.),
65 Livingston Avenus, Roseland, New Jersey 07063,
for the Defendant.

David P. Kelley, Esq., 25 Berlin Avenue, Southlngton,.-
Ct. 06489, for the Board of Water Commissionars
for the Town of Southington.

Hoppin, Carey & Powell (by Austin Carey, Jr.,'Esq.),g -
' 266 Pearl Street, Hartford, Ct. 05103, for the
Connecticut Fund for the Environment, et al.

DORIS O. WONG ASSOCIATES
Professional Shorthand Reporters

31 MILK STREET, BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS 02109
: TELEPHONE: 426-2432
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EXHIBITS
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Map of Paravella Parm, Water 24
Department, Town of Southington g
Letter to lMr. Bean, from Mr. 30

Amory, dated 6~24-75

Letter to Board of Water Commissioners

from Amory, with attachments 34

Letter to Mr. Wocdhull, fron 44
Mr. Bean, dated 11-10-75 ’ ‘

Letter t0 Mr. Bean, from the 44
Department of Health

Letter ¢to Mr. Jarema, from Mr. - 49
Jacobsgen, dated 12-9-75

Report to Board of Water 5
Commissioners, by Amory,
dated 11-12-76

Latter to Mr. Taylor, dated 8-~11-76
of the Water Compliance and Hazardous
Matexrlials Department

Letter to DEP from Mr. Hogan,
dated 5-2~-77

{Continued on Page 3)
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EXHIBITS (Continued): ' :
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Amory
No.
11 ~ - Report by Amory, dated 6-18-79
12 -+ Report by Amory, dated 8-8-78
13 - Report by Amory, dated 11-13-78
14 wf73‘ Report letter from Marin to Bean, 84:
S dated 7~1 77 ‘ : -
15 ' Letter from-Mr. Marin, to Mr. Bean, 87
dated 11-14-77 :
16 . Notes of conference, dated.12»21-77 88
17 ~ Notes of conferénce, dated 1-18-78 89
18 -'.'Letter_to Christy from Amory, : 94
dated 8-10-78
19 - Application for permit to discharge, lo2
- dated 1-10- 79
20 Findings of Public Héaring, dated 105

.4-26~79, with respect to appli-
cation for permit to discharge.
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PR OCEETDTINGS
WALTER AMORY
a witness called for examination by counsel for fﬂe‘
Defendant, being first duly sworn, was examined énd
testifigd as follows: ‘ |
DIRECT EXAMINATION
BY MR. RODBERG:
Q. Mr. Amory, would you state your fﬁll nane,

please, and spell 1{t.

A. Walter Amory, W-a-l-t-e-r, A-m-0-r-Yy.
Q. Where do you reside; Mr. Amory? |
h . E—

0. My name is Michael Rodberg. I;ﬁ an

attorney with the firm of Lowenstein, Sandler,
8rochin, Kohl, Fisher & Boylan. In this lawsuit, we
are the firm that represents the defendant
corporation, Solvents Reccvery Servica‘of New
England, Inc. You have been subpoenaed to appear
here today to testify in this proceeding, which is
what we call a deposition. |
Have you ever been deposed befgore?
A, Yes, 1 have._
Q. Can you tell me on how many prior occasions

you have been deposed?

DORIS 0. WONG ASSOCIATES
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0006671
A, One.

Q. Just to refresh your recollection of how

this proceeding works, I will be asking you a series |

of guestions. You have been placed under oath by
the:reporter. " Other attorneys here who represent
other parties to the litigation may, from time to
time, interpose cobjections or make certain
sﬁatements for the record. With respect to ny
qq;stions, if you don't understand a question,
pfeasé so indicate to me and I will try to clarify
my meaning.
I take it today you are not represented by‘
separate counsel in any way?
A. That is correct.
Co. Do yocu have any questions about how we are
going to proceed?
A. No.
MR. CAREY: Can I ask a question, in light
of your guestion? | | |
MR. RODBERG: Sure,
Mﬁ. CAREY: You asked if he was represénted
by separate counsel. Are yout represented by'any
counsel?

THE WITNESS: As Walter Amory, I am not

nNnNAD TG N WAOANT ACCrY*TYTAMNMNYWLRO
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0006672 |
reprgsented by any counsel. | |
| MR. CAREYF Are you represented in any way 5; 
by counsel «- | | e |
THE WITNESS: The --
MR. CAREY: -~ here today.
THE WITNESS: .The~attorney for our client;.
Southington Water Works Department, is David Kelly.
MR. CAREY: Are you repfesented by him?
THE wirness: I am not represented by him,
no. |
MR. CAREY: Thank ybu.

BY MR. KRODRERG:

Q. Mr. Amory, by whom are you employed?
A. Amcry Engineers, PC.
Q. How long have you been employed byvAméry

Engineers, PC?
A, Since 1973.
Q. Did the firm known as Amory Engineers, PC.,

go by any different name at any other time?

A. Yes, it diaq.

Q; What was that name?

A, Walter Amory Consultant Engineers.
Q. When did the name change occur?

A. Approximately two years ago.

DORIS O. WONG ASSOCTIATFES
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. Today who are the principals of -- I will
call it your firm? |

A. Walter Amory.

Q. Have you been the sole principal_sincé 1973?.

‘A. Yes.

Q."IWhat is the business of Amory Engineers,
PC.7? |

;A. We are civil engineers consultants.

Q. How many professional engineers a:e-oh your_f
staff today?

A. There are four.

Q. Has that number changed since 19732

A. Yes, it has.

Q. ~Just since '73, tell me how many

professionals you had on staff since '73, breaking
it up to the total of four today?

A. I founded the firm in 1973 as the only

registered professional engineer, In 1974, anotherxr -¢

one additional professional engineer joined the firm.|

In 1975, a second professiohal engineer joineé the
firm. That brings it up to three, including myself.
And then in 1976, a third professi§nal engineef
joined the firm, making a total of four professional

engineers.

DORIS 0. WONG ASSOCIATES
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0. Could you briefly state for me your
educational backg;ouné. |
A. Yes, I graduated from Harvard_college‘in

1645 with a E A. Then I graduated from what was
then known as the Harvard Graduate School of

Engineering, with an MS in civil engineering, in -

1947.

Q. llave you, since 1247, had aﬁy pﬁstgraduate
cthses?

A. No, I have not.

Q. Trace for me, please, briefly, your work
experience, commencing with 1947, and concluding
with 1973, when you founded Walter Amory Consultants.]

A. 1947 to 1951, I was employed by Jacksos and
Moreland Engineers, as a senior draftsman and a
structural designer.

1¢51 to 1953, U.S. Navy. 195} to 1654,
Nichols, Norton, and 2a1dastani; Z—a—l—d~a—$—t—&-n-i
were my employers. I worked for them as a
structural designer.

1954 to 1956, 1 worked for Metcalf & Eddy
Engineers, as an assistant structural engineer.v

Then 1956 through 1965, I worked for

Metcalf & Eddy as a project engineer,'diredtly in

DORIS 0. WONG ASSOCIATES
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charge of investigations, reports, design |
engiﬁeering, construction servicés, and operating
advice for public water.supply systemé-throughout

New England, as well as in many other parts of the

UeS.e This work related to dams and reservoirs,

water treatment plants, groundwater supplies,

pumping and transnission facilities;_and water
distribution systems.
| 1965 to 1972, I worked for Metcalf § Eddy
Engineers as a projecp manager, and I was in.overéll
charge of work performed by project engineers in
public watef sppply engineering in those same atess
that 1 was'inyolved in as a project engineser 1956 to
1965.
1972 to '73, 1 was a vice-president and
director bf the water division at Metcalf & Eddy.
Q. Thank you.
Now, sir, when was the first time that you
did any prcfessional consulting work for efther the
Town of Southington, or ité Board of Water
Conmissioners?
A. i would say during.the late summer of 1975.
Q. Can you relate toaéy the circumstances

under which you came to provide consulting services

DORIS 0O. WONG ASSCCIATES
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0006676 |

to the Town of Southington, or its Board of Water |
Commissioners, in late.summér of 12752 -

A. We were engaged to perfbrm a preliminafy

study of the availability of groundwater supply in

'thelvicinity of Well No. 6 in Southington.

Q. Who engaged you to.provide the preliminafy

study?
A, The Hoard of Water Commissicners.
g. Do you recall the name of the person on the

Board»pﬁ viater Commissioners who you first dealt
Qith at that time? |

A. The person I first deaglt with was John Bean,!
who was the superintendent. There vias no one
individual on the board with whom I dealt with
before the entire board.

C. Was John Bean the person with whom you

dealt most frequently and directly in ;onnection
with the services you provided to thelBoard of Watér’f
Commissioners? |

A. Yes.

Q. Who were the people on your professionai
staff, other than yourself, at the time in late

summer of 19757

A. Robert S. Larsen, L-a-r-s-e-n, PE; David A.

NAOPTS 0. WONCGC ACQCOCTI2ATES
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Q. Did Mr. Larsen have. any duties or

responsibilities with respect to the work to be

- performed for the Board of Water Commissioners?

‘A Yes, he did.

Q. And the same questiop with respect to Mr,
Jacobsen. |

A. Yes.

Q. Did you yourself personally and diréctly
pafticipate in the wvork to be perfo:med?

A. I did.

Q. Is Mr. Larsen still with your firm?

A. He is deceased.

Q. When did he die?

A. He died August 2%, 1976.

Q. Is Mr. Jacobsen still with your firm?

A. Yes.

0. In your testimony just a short while ago,
you mentioﬁed that the preliminary stﬁdy was'éoing
to be with respeﬁt to groﬁndwater supply in the
vicinfty of Well No. 6. | |

A. Yes.

Q. Was there a Well No. § in existence in the

late summer of 19757

DORIS ©. WONG ASSOCIATES
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A. No.

0. Did you make a personai visit to the Town
of Southington at an early staée in the &ofk fo be
performed?

;A. I did;

Q. Did you come to learn of the nature and
type of water supply system then in existence in thé
1ategéummervcf 19752

“A. I don't quite understand the question, sir.

Q. on your visit, and as part of the work to

be performed for the Board of Water Commissioners,

did you learn what their water system consisted of,
how many wells, where they were in the tewn, and
that kind of thing? |
A. | Yes.
Q. Describe for me how many wells, and where
approximately they were in 19275.
A. In 1975, there was Well No. 1, which 1iIs
adjacent to the Southington Water Department offiée;
There was Well No. 2, adjacent to Misery
Brook, near Route 6, at the southern end of the town.‘
There was Well No. 3, on Hobart Street,.
There was Well No. 4, adjacent tb the

Quinnipiac River, and Curtis Street.
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 There was Well No. 5, which is located |
roughly in the south centrai portion of-  the fown, I
believe adjacent to Roufe l0. ‘That makes fivé wells,L
I believe. '

Q. Do you know when Well No. 5 was finstalled

'by the town?

A. ‘Well No. 5 was installed approximately 1970.|
I am not sure of the exact date.

Q. The well that you were engaged to study

‘preliminarily, where was it in relationship to any

‘"of the other wells that you just testified about?

A. It was not. There was no well there when

we vere engaged to perform the preliminary study.

Q. » Well, then, let me rephrase that.
With respect to the preliminary study; and

I gueﬁs we can refer to it as what became Well No. 6,;
was it near any of the ekisting wells,‘or was it to
be located near any of thé existing wells?

A. The site for what -~ the site for Well No.
6 was located adjacent to an existing well - in ghe
vicinity of an existing well.

Q. What well was Well No. 5 iﬁ the vicinity of?i

A, No. 4.

Q. When you were first retained, had the area,

™NAOADTC Ny WA\, ACONNACTTTAY IO
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namely the vicinity of Well No. 4, already been
selected as the site that they, the Board of Water
Commissioners, wanted you to study? |
A. Would you repeat that qguestion, please.
0. | You stated that your initial association
with the Board of Water Commissicners was to}do a
preliminary study in an area that we have now

identified as the vicinity of Well Mo. 4. Had that

: area already been identified to you as the area that

‘the Board of Water Commissioners wanted studied?

A. That general area had. It was a large area.]

Q. I take it it was no part of your initieal

“hire, then, to look broadly at all possible

lccations for additional wells, in the late summer

of 197572

A. What you do mean by "all locations"?
Q. The wells then in existence were spread out

over various parts of the town; is that right?

A. Correct.

Q. Were you asked to look at the sites of
other wells, and perhaps sites in the town ﬁhére
there were no wells; to determine whether they wepe
suitable sites for én additional weli?'

A. We were not requested to look at areas in

NPOPDPTS N WwOoOnNee A CSCOCTATES
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the vicinity of any of the other existing wells.

Q.

Do you know when and who made the decision

to look at the area in the vicinity of Well No. 4

‘A,

C.

for the additional well, in the summer of 19757

No, I do not.

was there any form of competitive bidding

or proposals with respect to the preliminary study,

which you were eventually engaged to perform for the

Bsard of
A,

elicited
Q.
A,
Q.

terms of
A.

Q.

Bowers?

A

Qo

PA.

0.

Water Commissioners?

Coﬁpetitive bids that would have been

from engineers?

Yes,.

Not that I know of.

With whom did you discuss or negotiate the
yourvhire to do the preliminary study?

Mr. John Bean.

Are you familiar at all with the name Sam

Yes.
Did you know Mr. Bowers?

Yes.

Who was Mr. Bowers?

Would you repeat the question?

who was Mr. Bowers, to your knowledge?

DORIS 0. WONG ASSOCIATES
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: 16 0
A, At that time he had served the town in a

capacity of waterworks superintendent, and I believe | -

go no further than that.
Q. Did you have to deal at all with Mr. Bowe;é'f?j

in connection with the preiiﬁihary study for Well

No., 62
A. No.
0. Had you known Mr. Bowers at all pridr to

the summer of 19752

A. Yes.
Q. In what capacity; and how did you know him?
A. I knew him at the time that he was

superintendent of the Water Départment.
0. When was he superintendent of the Water

Department?

A. I can't tell you exactly, but the time I

first met him was back in 1956, at which time he was

‘superintendent. I have no idea of the term of his

office as superintendenﬁ.

Q. As an empléyee,-or later an officer of
Metcalf & Eddy, did you personally éver get.involveﬁ
in any work for the Town cf Southingten, or the

Board of Water Commissioners?

DORIS 0. WONG ASSOLCIATES
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0006683
A. As an employee of Metcalf & Eddy,.I dig,
yes.
Q. What was the nature of your work with
Metcalf &'Eddy for Southington? |
‘A. 1 prepared a comprehensive water stuéy f§f
the waté:'system, which was signed and sﬁbmitted bj
Mr. Edward B. Cobb, my gupervisor.
{Q. - Do &ou know when the comprehensive water
sgﬁdy was submitted to the Town of Southington?
| A Late 1956, I believe. |
Q. Did the comprehensive water study, prepared |
in 1956, identify or attempt to idenfify sources
within the town for supply wells?b
A. I have not seen that report for a good many
years. I cannot remember exactly.
I do recall, however, that there was sone

mention in it relating to other supplies in town,

‘but I simply cannot remember to what extent.

Q. Did you have any occasion, after late 1956.
and before the preliminary study in late summer of
1975, to do any work for the Town of Scouthington or
its Board of Vater Commissioners?

A. Mo .

Q. 'In connection with the preliminary study in

DORIS GC. WONG ASSOCTATES
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late summer of 1975, and all tinme subseqgquent, gid
youbever have any occasicn to deal with or to ialk
with Mf. Bowexrs in the course of your work?

A, Through what date?

Qe Through today..

A. Yes.

Q. Tell me Qhat has been the nature of your
déalings with Mr. Bowers insofar as thg work_ﬁhat
yéu have performed for the Town of Southingtdn since
1§75?

A. Discussions relating to the construction of

-other wells in the Town of Southington -- wells

other than Well No. 6.

Q. Wells other than Nos. 1 through S, as well?
A. Yes.
Q. Explain fcr me what the preliminary study,

with respect to the availability of the groﬁndwater
supply in the vicinity of WwWell No. 6 entailed,

YA. It entajiled first of éll é review of
geohydroloéic data in the vicinity, and the
preparation of bidding documents for test wells in
the vicinity of Well No. 6;.ins§ection of the test
well work that was performed as part of the study;

and instruction to the we11 dri11er as to depth of

DORIS 0. WONG ASSOCIATES
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well to be driven, location, and type of pumping
test to be conducted. It involved review of wéterv
and soil analyses obtained during the test work;
report on the results obtained from the test work;
and, most importantly, it included advising the
Connecticut Department of Public Health on the
progress of the test work, and the rgsults obtained
frch itc. |
Q. Did you make any examina;ion,»in the course

of your preliminary study, of any exlsting records,

'such as well logs, or test well borings, that were

already in the possession of the Board of Water
Cecmmissioners?
A. Yes.

Q. Do you recall what those records consisted

*of that you reviewed?

A. Those records consisted of boring logs that
were compiled frcom tﬁe boring of test wells in the
general vicinity of Well No. 6, under'the direétion’
of Garvrity & Miller, back during the mid-60s.

Q. Do you know why Gorrity & Miller had placed

test wells in the vicinity of what would become Well

No. 6, In the mid-€0s?

A. No.

DORIS O. WONG ASSOCIATES
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Q. Isvit common practice, or did ;t_strikevyou
as odd at the time that test wells already wérglin‘
existence for the vicinity of the areavghat you were
to do a preliminary study on?
;A. No .
Q. Why i1s that?
A. Why would there bé any question?
Q. What is the ordinary purpose that test
wells are placed in a glven area?z

A, Generally speaking, the purpose is, first

of all, to ccnduct & reconnaisance of an area to

~

determine, in general, the availability of

groundwater in that area.

The second phase ¢cf a preliminary stﬁdy is
to drive additional test wells to determine the
amount of water and its quality that is‘available in
the area.

Q. Was it one of the tasks to be performed by

"you in connection with the preliminary study to

determine the water guality in the area of Well Nﬁ.
€7 |

A. Indeed it was.

Q. In connection, then, with the préliminary-

study that you performed, what steps did you take to
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ascertain the water quality in the vicinity?

A, We did a number of things.

-

The first thing that we did was to iﬂquire' 

area to the north 6f the site proposed for Weiinmo:;fs'
6. Then when we'gdt into the ectual driving 6£.te§£‘,
wells, which,‘incidentally; iﬁcluded both 2 l)é—inch
wgils, and an 8;inch test wéll, we obtained water |
sémples-during the testing of those wells, to
détermine water quality.
O. what specifically 4id you do with respect'
to your inqui?y as to pollution generated in the
area north of Well No., 62
A. We pointed out, back in mid-August of 1975,
before any test well work was done, that we were
concerned abcut the possibility of the discharge of
chemical wastes either into the gfound, or into the
river.
And in response to our inguiry, Qe receivédA
a ﬁote from John Bean, and I will read it to yﬁu, if
you would allew that. It is from Mr. Bean,
addressed to me:
5walter, I obtained this report from the

file of the Water Compliance Section of the

DORIS 0. WONG ASSOCIATES
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(‘ 1 Connecticut DEP, State Office Building:?n Hartfordf"
2 | I do indeed have a copy of his report, if
3 you would be interested.
4 .“It came out of their file on Sélvents
5 Recqvery Service of New England, Inc., 114 Lazy Léne, ”
6 South Connecticut, 066480. P.S., they report ihat
7 nothing is being discharged into the river at‘the
8 present time, About a week ago, I saw a live fish
S _in‘the river just west of the dinar on Queen Street.®|
16 0. In answer to my question, Mr. Amory, you
11 made reference to a blue bound notebook that you
(_  12 have with ycu?
13 Al Yes,
14 Q. Am X right?
15 A. Yes.
16 Q. What is the blue bound notebook that you
17 have brought with you from whiqh you read the note
18 from Mr. Bean to yourself? |
19 A. Rmory Engineers' file.
20 Q. Is that more or less your working papers on
21 the preliminafy study that we have been discussing
22 here this morning? | |
(; 23 A. - Part of them, yes.
24 Q. .The note from Mr. Bean to yourself, was

DORIS O. WONG ASSOCIATES
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tbat in the form of a typewfitten letter or a
handwritten note?
A. It is a handwrittén letter.
Q. bid you physically go to the site
identified by -Mr. Bean as that of:Salvents Recovery

Service of New England?

_‘11{'. 1 aid.

EQ. When did you make that visit?

A. That was, I would juess. mid-summer 1975.
Q. Do you have any notes that you prepared at

"the time of your visit in the summer of 1975?

A. I don't believe I do.

Q.’ Can you recall what you observed on the
occasion of your visit to SRS of New éngland in
mid-summer 19757

A, There seemed to be & very poor quality of
water in the drainage ditch flowing frpm the
Solvents Recovery property easterly to the
Quinnipiac River.

0. Today, do you have any other recollection

of what you saw in mid-summer of 1275, on your visit?|

A. No.
Q. Did you take any samples of the water in

the drainage ditch easterly of Sclvents Recovery?

DORIS 0. WONG ASSOCIATES
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MR. CAREQ: Well, excuse me fpr é minute.
I think you may have misspokén. You referred_to‘the
summer of 197C.
(Discpssion off the record)
(Questicn réad back)
A.v I answered no, 1 believe.
::Q. | Irhave a map that I would like marked for
idéhtification, wﬁich is legended, "Water Department,j
Tan of Southington, Map of Paravella Farm showing

location of test wells."” It bears the date June,

1965.
(Document marked as Amory Exhibit 1
for identification)
Q. Mr. Amory, I am now going to show you a map

that I have had liabeled as Amory Deposition Exhibif
1. I wonder, 1if by reference to the map, you can .
verify for us that it appears to be the area that
was encompassed within your preliminary study?

A. I would say ﬁhat the area that we stﬁdied
is encompassed within fhe area that is shown on this
map.

Q. Can you, by reference to the map, sir, and
perhaps with a pencil, indicaté on it the area that

you visited in mid-summer of 1975, in which you

DORIS O. WONG ASSCCIATES
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obsérved the drainage ditch easterly of Solvents
Recovery Service?

A. Pretty difficult to tell here where the
property lines are. Would ycu help me icdentify thejn
line betweenr the northerly boundary of land tﬁa; now':
beléngs to the Town of Southington?

Q. I wish I had a better map. I don't,
unfortunately.

AA. I simply cannot identify what you are
lodging for on this map. It is not sufficiently
well defined. f am sorry.

C. .D1d you, at the time in the mid-summer of
1475, visit a site known as Southington Excavators?
A, Southington Excavators? *
Q.- .Yes.

A. Mid 1975 -~ mid-summer of 197572

Q. Right. |

A. Not that I recall.

0. You said that your reason for visiting the

Sclvents Recovery site was concern for any pollution

.generated in the area north of Well No. 62

A, The reason for inspecting the brook -~ the
ditch which discharges water from the Solvents

Recovery property, was simply because, In making a

NORTIS 0. WONGC ASSOCTATES
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survey of the suitability of the area for a well
site; it Is customary to inspect areas‘within a .
reasonable distance of that well site to'detefﬁinggﬁt
whether or not there are obvious sources of |
pollution.

Q. In your review of the area, did you obserQé
any §bvious sources of pollution?

A. The ditch, which I mentioned earlier, had
sqhe pretty bad looking water in it.

Q. Other than the ditch, did you observe any

other obvious sources of pollution?

A. I didn't go inside the fence, no. So that -

‘MR. CAREY: I am going to object to the

form of the question. We don't know yet where he

lopked. We don't know to what extent he was
gqualified to make those observations. I think that
is correctable at this time.

BY MR. RODBERG:

Q. You will see on the Amory_Deposition
Exhibit 1, there is a reference to Southington
Excavators along the Quinnipiac, east of it.

Q. Where is that, sir?

A. Right here. |

Q. Does my pointing that out to you enable you

DORIS 0. WONG ASSOCIATES
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to recall whether you examined as far north as
Southington Excavators? It is beyond the
Connecticut Power and Light easement, if that.helps;

A. I don't recall having been over theré.

Q. pid anydne in Southington,AMr, Bean, for
example, indicate to you any concerﬁsbthat théy had
with respect to Southington Excavataors?

A No.

Q. Did you make any examination for onious
sources of pollution to the south of the Quinnipiac
River, near what iIs now Well No. 4, or what was then
Well No., 472 |

MR. CAREY;: I object to the form again on
the second ground stated earlier, because I don't
know what is meant by "obvious sources of pollution,"f
and I am not sure what the witness means by that.

MR. RODBERG: You may answer ;he questicn,

THE WITNESS: Could I have the quest%oﬁ |
again, sir.

(Question read back)

A. I did not. And the reason I did not,-if I
may explain why, is basically because it was my

understanding that the Department of Environmental

Protection, as well as the State Department of

DORIS 0. WOMG ASSOCIATES
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(“ 1 Public Health, had and still has the rééponéibility
2 for approving a well site based on a sanitary survey.?
3 So that, for that reasoﬁ, wve did not inéeed check
4 for the possibility of sources of pollution up and'
5 down the river.
6 Q. | You used the term "sanitary>survey.' " Could
7 you‘ple;se explain what you mean by that?
8 "‘A. Sanitary survey is simply a.sﬁrvey to
9 defermine tie possibility of sources of pollution
10 thch could have an adversé san}tary affect on the
11 quality of water. |
(‘ 12-___ Q. And your visit north of the site of Well
13 No. 6, that vou have descfibed to us, wouid be part
14 of what you call a sanitary survey?
15 | A. No, I wouldn't consider‘it part of a
16 sanitary survey. We were not involved in aAsanitary
17 survey per se, It was an.observation which I made
18 when I was down there with Mr. Bean lookiné at the
18 well site.
20 ' Q.\ In the normal course of approving a well ;
21 site as a public drinking water supply well, wﬁo
22 performs the sanitary survey?
{' 23 A. Customarily the State Department of Pubiic
) 24 Health. o
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Q. When you were first engaged in mid-summer
1975, to pe;form the preliminary study, do you know
whether a sanitary survey had beén per formed wiﬁhl
respect to the location of Well No. 62

‘A No, I don't.

Q. Do you know whether oﬁe was subsequentl?

performed, a sanitary survey?

fA._ No, I do nct. Could I am amplify that out,
sié? |
Q- ‘Sure.
A, I assume that since the State Department of

Heélth has approved the construction of Well No,., 6,
and a'pumping station, that the Departmeﬁt nust have
conducted a sanitary survey of the tribuﬁary to Well
No. 6. This is a customary procedure,

0. In your observations of the drainage ditch

and the poor quality of water that you observed in

the ditch, did you reach any conclusicn as to the

suitability of the proposed location for a Well No.

6?
A. Yes,
Q. What was your conclusion?
A. That it was a suitable locatlion, after a

great deal of test work in the area, to determine

DORIS 0. WONG ASSOCIATES
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the quality of groundwater 'in the vicinity of Well
No. 6.
MR. RODBERG: 1 am géing to aék;that tﬁe ;
document on the stationery of Walter Amory,
Consul tant Engineers; datéd»June 24, 1975; from Mr."%“
Anory to John Bean, be marked for icdentification as
walter Amory Deposition Exhibit 2.
| (Document marked as_Aﬁoty Exhibit 2
for identification)

C. Mr. Amory, I am going to show you the June

24, 1875 letter that I have had marked as Amory

Deposcition Exhibit 2.

1 will state to you, Mr. Amory, that that
document is the -- or appears to be the earliesﬁ
dated dﬁcument that we have of cotréspondence
between you and the town. Do ycu know whether there
was any earlier correspondence?

MR. CAREY: For the record, ére there
additional copies of that do¢umeht?

MR. RODBERG: Well, I don't have them with
me. We'll of course make copies for everyone. iI aﬁ
sorry for the inéonvenience that may cause today.
But we pulled these things together somewhat late.

MR. CAREY: Fine.

DORIS 0. WONG ASSOCIATES
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(Witﬁéss reviews document)

A. I believe this is the earliestl
correspondence.

MR. RODBERG: If anybody cares to, I ddn;t‘
mind if they look.over my shoulder. But ther§>are “)
some éuestiqns I want to =ask tﬁe witness aboutVEhis
docpméﬁt.

Q. Mr. Amory, I note you are looking through a
fiie; Do.you have a copy ¢of that document, the June
24, 1975 letter?

A. I do.

Q. That would facilita#e my quéstioning about
the document to you. If you could just'refer to it,
please. |

I would like to address your attention,‘sir,
to the second paragraph of the second page. Well,
first a preliminary question. I apologize.

That is your signature at the end of the
document? |

A. Yes.

Q. And you did write the letter?

A. I did.

Q. I will read the paragraph ihto'the recérd

to make my‘questioning somewhat clearer.

DORIS O. WOMNG ASSOCIATES
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“*We believe that before the proposed’ﬁell
is ccnstructeé, an 8-inch test well, together with
additional 2 1/2-inch wells, should be driven and>-
test ?umped to determine the best location for the
proposed well. Although-data‘currently available
indicates the location of Observatién’Well'No. 3 to
have 2 suitable aguifer for development of.a new
well. This location is only 650 feet from Weil ﬁo.’
4,>and wve expect that a production well at this

location would adversely affect the yield of Well

No. 4."

Is it fair to say that a purpose that you
had in mind in additional test wells, was to see
whether there was a suftablé location further north
and further away from Well MNo. ¢?

A. Yes,

C. What caused you to reach the conclusion, as
you apparently do, that locatinq Kell No. 6 only 60¢
feet from Well No, 4, would adversely affect thé
yield of Well No. 47

THE WITNESS: Would you repeaé that
question, please.

MR. RODBERG: Would you read it back,

pPlease.

DORIS 0. WONG ASSOCIATES
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(Cuestion read back)
A. Simply because if two wells ére very cloée
to.each other, when'y§u pump water out of one of
them, you are robbjng some of the water that wﬁuld

normally flow into the other one. You are robbing

Peter to pay Paul.

Q. Sir, did‘you perform any calculations at
th; time of your June 24, 1975 letter, to verify ot
to ascertain what the effect on Well Nc. & of & new
?éil at the proposed locatiorn would be?

A. No, we did not. That's why I used the word
"erpect.” |

Q. nid Mr; Bean, or the Bosrd of Water
Commissioners, agree to follow your recommendation
to sink adéitional test wells? ‘

A, Yes, they did.

Q. Do you know where and how many additional
test wells were placed there then as part of your
study?

A.  Yes.

Q0. Could you tell me, please?

YA. Well, they are all shown In the test well

report, dated November 24, 1975, addressed to the

Board of Water Commissioners in Southington.

DORIS 0. WONG ASSOCIATES
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Q. As long as you have identified that
document, I would like it ﬁarked for identification.
MR. RCDBERG: I am going to mark a letter
with attachments that bears the date November 24,
1975, signed by Walter Amory, on the'stationery of
Walter Amory Consultant Enginesers. |
(Document marked as Amory Deposition
Exhibit 3 for identificaticn)
Q. Mr. Amory, the document that I have‘now

marked as Anory Deposition Exhibit 3, is that your

Ureport to the board that you just made reference to

in response to a previous question of mine?

A. Yes.

Q. Referring to Amory Deposition Exhibit 3,
there is a Figure 2 indicating a map, with the
numbering TW1l, TW2, TW2a, et cetera. Could you tell
us what the designations "TW," with the numeral
suffix, indiéate?

A. "TW" designates test well. And the number
designates order of sequence in which the well.ﬁas
driven. |

Q. Specifically with reference to Figure 2 of
Amory Deposition Exhibit 3, are those test wells

which were placed in the location indicated as part

DORTIS O, WONG ASCOCTITANTRC
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of your study?

A. I believe all except for test well 3-635,
they were, yes. And the USGS observation well,
which is located within the Apollo line rightéof-way;>r

Qe In placing the test we11$ at the locétions
indicated, did you also sample the Qater quality
from thése‘wells?

A, We did.

Q. Did you have that water analyzed for eny
chemical constituents?

A, Yes.

Q. Who selected the chemical constituents
which were analyzéd for?

A. 3Amorvangineers.

C. When you say "Amory Engineers,"'you are

referring to yourself?

A. Yes.
Q. Or to anyone else on your staff?
A. Yes, I am referring to Amory Engineers.

Q. Do you know what individual within Amory
Engineers made the decision? |

A. I cannot rememkber. Certainly I would say
either of the -~ any one of the three registered

professional engineers who were on the staff at that

DORIS O. WONG ASSOCIATES
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time.

Q.  There is a test well shown on Figure 2 of
Amory Exhibit 3, then another which is TW2a. Do foﬁ
recall the circumstances under which TW2a camé téibé
placed where it 1is? N

A. I beliave I éo, yes.

Q. Can you relate to me, now, those
circumstances.

A. The reason for driving Tést wéll Za was ﬁo

find out if we could identify the location of a

better quality of water we found at the site of Test

Well 2.

Q. wWhat had you found with respect to the
water quality at the site of Test Well 2?

A. That it had high ircn and mangéeanese.

Q. Without even necessarily marking it, I em
going to show you a Newlands Sanitary Laboratory
report. I ask you if,it might refresh your
recollection that a distinct éulfide cdor. was aléd
detected at Test Well 2?

A. Yes, that is true.

Q. Did the fpresence of'high iron and manganese,
ané a sulfide odor, lead you te any conclusidn with

respect to the water quality in the vicinity of Test

DORIS O. WONG ASSOCIATES
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2., vyes, it did.
Q. What was tha
A. That at that
advisable to locate a
to the northeast from
test weli.
Q. Aﬁd with res
Test Well 2a, Qhat di
A. I just told
Q. I am sorry.

to Test Well 2.

A. I am sorry.
Q. You then --
A. We drew the

results of Test Well
from Test Weli 2, in
well, which is in the
Test Well 2a, indeed
Q. wWhat about t
1, how wés that?
A, Test Well 17?
Q. Yes.

A. Do you happe

37
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t.conclusion?
site, it would nct have been
production well some 9C0 feet

the location of the 8-inch

pect to the water quality for
d ycu determine?
yout what I had determined.

My previous question related

same conélusion from the

2a, that we had drawn earlier
spite of the fact that the USGS
vicinity of Test Well 2 and
showéd a gocd quality of water.

he water qguality from Test Well

n to have the report on that?

NORIS O. WONG ASSOCIATES
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Q. I don't seem to have it in these papers.
That does not mean that I was not furnished with it.~
That just means that I don't have it here.

A, 1 don't bélieve I have it either. The
reason that I don't have it is because we found the
material, the soil, to be Qery fight in that area,
so that obviously regardless of water quality, we
could not pump water out of the ground. So that nét
being able to pump water out of the grcﬁnd, i
believe we took no samples.

Q. Your report of November 24, 1975, Amory

"Deposition Exhibit 3, recommended that Well No. 6 be

located at the site of the 8-inch test well?
YA. Yes.
Q. That location was w;thin 600 feet of UWell

Ne. 4, was it not?

A. It was approximately 600 feet of Well No. 4,
yes. I am not sure of the exact distance. I am not
sure whether it was within 600 feet.or not. But it
was approximately that.

0. Had your conclusion changed as of November
24th, 1975, with respect to the possibility of
pumping of Well No. 6 affecting the yvield of Weli

No. 47
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A. Mot my conclusions; ny ;houghts. |
Q. I am sorry.. Your what?
A, My thoughts,
Q. Tell me --—
A, I had never.concluded that there shogld not

be a production well driven at thé site of No. é, as
it is now. I indicated, by the June, 1975 letter;
thqt I suspected that there would be an adverse
effect of locating the well 600'feet away from No. 4,
Q. In connection with your report of November
24, 1975, had you done aﬁything to confirm or refute

your suspicions of June of '752

A.  Yes.
Q. What had you done and what were the results?|
A. The results of the test work reported in

our November 24, 1975>document, indicated that the
best site in the area that we tested fpr a
production well subsequéntly to become Well No. 6,
was at the site of the 3-inch test well.

Q. Did you determine whether Iocatingba
production well, aé you recommended it in yocur
November 24, 1975 feport, would have_any effect dn
production'yield fromMWell Mo. 47?

A, We did indeed.

DORIS 0. WOMNG ASSOCIATES
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0. Did you calculate what the effect on the
yield from Well No. 4 would be?
A. Scratch that. I think I may have misquoted

cur conclusionsvwhen I answered that we did estimate

the ‘impact. May I just refer to our report?

0. Sure,
(Witness reviews documents)

A. Yes, we did conclude, and so report,bin

this November 24, 1975 document, that a well located

at the 8-inch test well, would have an impact on the
productibn of Well No. 4,

0. There is a term which I have heard called
*cone of influence." Do you have én understanding
of that term?

A. Yes,

0. WOuld you explain to me what the term means
to you, as a professional.

A. Cone c¢cf influence is the area within which
water puﬁped from a well will lower thé natural
water table.

Q. Did you, in connection with the MNovember
24th, 1975 report, measure or determine the extent
of the cone of influence of putting in Well No. 6 at

the location recommended?

DORIS 0. WONG ASSOCIATES
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A. Insofar as its impact on Well No. 4, ves,
we did.
Q. Did ycu make any determination as to

whether the cone of influeﬁce.from Well No. eroula
extend up as far as fhe poor water guality
enéountergd at Test Wells 2 and 25?
_A. Notlat this particuler time; We did
suééequéntly.
. 0. wbﬁld the combined punrcing of Well Nc. 4

and Well No. 6, as you anticipated it to cccur in

“your November 24; 1975 report, have an effect on the

cones of influence? _I guess.what I am really aéking
ycu is if a cone of influence in one well is made
larger if two wvells are pumping in the same general
area simultaneously?

A, In certain areas it is, yes, mainly in the
areas between the wells.

I might.add, with your permission, sir...

Q. Sure. |

A. This was a three-day test, a relatively
short—-term test. And I think that ady measurement
on cone of influence, based on the results of a
three~day test, would not have any sigﬁificance.

This was not a sufficiently long test upon which to

—,DORIS 0. WOHNG ASSOCIATES
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draw any conclusions relating to cone of influence.

Q. - In meking the recommendation, as you do in
your MNovember 24, 1975 report, had you.dgné anythihé'
other than what you have already testified to, with
respect to the suitability of the location as far as
water q@ality is conéerned, particularly with
reference to your earlier testimony about observing
the drainage ditch east of Solvents Recovery Service?

THE WITNESS: Would you read that question
back, please,

{Question read baqk)

Q. It is a convoluted gquestion. Do you want
me to break that down a little?

A. No, I think it is all right.

The question, as 1 understand it, is did we
do any additional investigation relating to water
quality other than what I have testifled to?

0. Fair enough.

A. I have testified to the fact that I was
concerned about the quelity of water in the ditch
dreining Solvents Reéovery Service property, and
that I subsequently inquired of John Bean if he
would tradk that down with the DEP, who at that time

was the state agency primarily responsible for the

DORIS 0. WONG ASSOCIATES




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

1g

1¢

20

21

22

23

24

43
'_0006709
policing of surface water quality.

We also'corresponded'with the”State
Department of Health, and I would refer yocu to the
November 24, 1975 document. Table 3 includes the
results of well water analyses performed by Néwlands
Sanitary Laboratory on samplesithat were taken
during the pump test performed on Test Well No. R,
which, in‘my judgment, there is no gquestion about
thé suitability of the quslity of water that was
ppmped from that well,

I would also refer you to a lettef dated
November 28, 1975, under the letterhead of the
Connecticut Department of Health, whichvwas in
response to our contact witﬁ the Health Department
prior to and during the testing of this 8-inch test
well, done under the preliminary study.

I would also refer you to Amory Engineers®*
letter to the Department of Heazlth, on the same
subject, dated December 9, 1975. And 1I believe.it
is'a fair statement thét this correspondence was
indeed in response to communications that we had
during the progress of the prgliminary study, with
the State pDepartment of Health, on water quality.

Q. Well, let me take them one at a time, so
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the record is clear to the‘doéuments to which you
refef. |

My copy, or.actually the copy wmarked Eor'.
identification, Table 3 consists of three pages,
éach of which is a report on examination of water.on
the letter sﬁationery of Newlands Sanitary
Labpratory?

A. Correct.
Q. You then referred to a November 28th, 1975
letter from the PDepartment of Health.

MR, RODBERG: I will have two letters
marked, in fact. November 10th, 1975, from John
Bean tq Richard Wocdhull. I would like that_m;rked,
please. The first one will be Amory Deposition

Exhibit 4. Then the Kovember 28, 1975 letter would

be Walter Amory Exhibit 5.

(Documents marked as Amory Deposition
Exhibits 4 and & fqr idehtlficétion)
0. Mr. Amory, the first letter I am going to
show you, is that which I bave marked Amory
Deposition Exhibit 4, which is from Mr. Bean to Mr.
Wcodhull; November 10, 10975. It does not reflect a
copy to you. I'just wvonéer if you have ever sgen.It.;

cr if you are familiar with 1t?2°
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A. | I have not seen that kefore. ‘
Q. uAnd you made reférence in your testimony to
a November 28, 1975 letter?
A. Yes. o
G. I am showing you one from the ﬁepartment of

Health fo Mr. Bean, which I have marked as Anagory
Deposition Exhibit 5, the first'sentence of which
readé, "I am responding to your letter of Novembef
10, 1975, requesting a copy of a typical sanitary
easement."”

1 guess ] have two ¢uestions. First, is
the letter I am now showing you, Amory Depositicn
Exhibit 5, the same letter to which y§u referréd to
in your earlier testimony?

A. Yes,

Q. I am not sure, from the context cf the
letter, Qhat is being discussed there.» Can you
relate to me, by refreshing your récollection by

reading the letters, or by any other means, what was

the purpose and nature of the correspondence between

Mr. Bean and the Department of Health, Mr. Jarema?
A. I believe the first paragraph of the
November 28th, 1975 letter, responds to Mr. Besan's

November 10 letter, in which he essentially inquires
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of the Department of Health as to whether or not it
would be permissible to acqﬁire a sani;ary easement

instead of land in fee, to mneet the land control

'requiremehts to safeguard the sanitary quality of

Well No. 6.

The second paragraph of the.November 28
lgtter, addfesses the water quaslity obtained -- or
tﬁe gquality of the water obtained during the pump
testing of the 8-inch well. 2

0. Did you havé any involvement in the subject

matter cf the first paragraph with respect to the

-sanitary easement?

A. Yes, I dlid.

Q. what was your invclvement with respect to
~that?
A.- I was advised, through error, actuelly,

that the town did not haQe 200 feet of'clearance
between the site that had been selected for the
production well, and adjacent precperty. And ig'so
turned out that this was more of a tempest in the.
teapot, because in fact the town did havé the 200
feet, On further investigation, this was what was
discovered. |

Q. So ultimately no sanitary easement was
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required for that site?
A. To my knowledge.
Q. Now,rthe second paragraph reférs to

laboratory results on I assume the test wvwell -- tﬁe
8-inch test well? |

A. I believe so, yes.

Q. Ié it fair to saybthat the initial sampling
indicated a high fecal coliform counﬁ from the test
well? )

a, It is fair to say that there~isAno
indication of fecal coliform count, in the letter.

Q. Were you involved, insofar as the testing
of the water gquality from the test well, for fecal
coliform? |

A, Yes; Amory Englneers was involved.

0. Amory Engineers was involved. Did the test
results at any time indicate an unsatisfactory level
of fecal coliform from that well?

A. No, they did not.

0. Do you know what the reference in the
sentence that reads, "Generally the ﬁater quality
appears satisfactory, that is, all results except
the bacteriological results.®” That is Jarema's

statement to Mr. Been. I wonder if you have an
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understanding of what that reference ig? |
[ .

A Well, read the next sentence.

. "The coliform éount was 220 cdn?irmed
coliform colonies per 100 ml. It's obvious»thét the
weil:should bé rechlérinated and resampled to
ascertain whether the coliform count.was due fo
construction contamination, or another source.,®

A. I would submit, sir, there is a big
difference between fecal éoliform‘and coliform.

Q. Fair enough. Now that you have corrected

me, my question is, what were the results in the

'sampling from the test well that led to the

statements in the November 28, 1975 letter, and how
was it ultimately resolved?

A. I would -- I would assume that the State
Department of Health took a sample for bacterial-
gquality, and had it znalyzed, and came up with a

coliform count of 220 colonies. Coincidentally, a

companioh sample was taken, and was submitted to

Newlands Sanitary Laboratory, and the results of
analysis of that sample are reported in Taeble 3, on
the last sheet, as zero. And our letter, Amory
Engineers' letter, dated December 9, 1975, addressed

to Mr. Jarema, signed by David A. Jacobsen,'I
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believe addresses that matter. |
MR. RODBERG: Let me have the Decehber 9,
1975 Ie;ter marked then as the next exhibit.
(Document marked as &Amory Depositioﬁ
Exhibit 6 for identification)

Qe ‘Mr.;Aﬁﬁry; is the document marked Amory
Exhibit 6, the December 9, 1975 letter to which you
jést referred in your testimony?

| A. Yes.

0. Is jt fair to say, in summary, then, that
you, Amory Consulting Engineers, were satisfied that
whatever the prior results, 5y December 9, 1975,
there was no coliform problem with respect to the
water qpality from the test well?

A. Yes.

Q. And that you made the decision that it
vould not be resampled until after it had been
installed?

A. The State Department of Health and we made
the decision jointly, as indicated by the last
sentence of the December 9, 1875 lettér.

0. In connection with the discussicns and
sampling for coliform, do you recall whether you had

any discussicns with anyone from the Department of
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Health with respect to coliform or its absence in
the Quinnipiac River?

A. I don't recall‘any’SQCh conversation.

Q. Does your Novembér 24, 1975 report reflect
the‘conclusion of the preliminary study?

A It does.

Q. Were you engaged thereafter, or did you
continue to perform services.for the Town of
Southington Board of Water Commissioners?

A. Yes.

0. what were the nature of the services that

"you provided next?

A. We were next engaged by the Board of Wafer
Commissioners to procvide engineering services in
connection with the construction of a prcduction
well at the site of the 8~inch test well.

Q. What services did you in fact»perform? And
can y§u give me the approximate time when it was
performed?

A. Yes. The services included specificglly
the preparation of bidding documents for the.
construction‘of a production well. This work was
initiated, I believe,.in January of 1976. It

subsequently included inspection of well
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construction, instruction to the well driller while

the work was in progress, review of water, solil
9

analyses,_and a report on the construcfion and
testing of Well No. 6. And again, one of the.
essential segments of this work was coordination'
with the Department of Public Health on the progress 1:
of the work, and the results‘obtained. I_would say
tgét we wrapped u§ the construction of Well Ns. 6
wi&h the report which we submittad to ﬁhe town,
dated November 12, 1976. |

MR. RODBERC: I am going to have then,
marked as the next exhibit, "Report to Board of
Water Commissioners, Southington, Connecticut,

Construction of Well No. 6," dated November 12,

1976.
(Document mafked.as Amory Deposiﬁion'
Exhibit 7 for identifica;ion)
Q. Mr. Amory, would you review what I have

marked as Amory Deposition 7. I ask you_whéther
ﬁhat is In fact a copy of the report.that you
submitted on cr ébout the date indicated?

A, Well, without going through it page by page,|
it appears to be a reasonable faésimilé thereof.

O. Thank you. Can you either by reference to
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the report or to your notes, or whatever, recall
when the construction of Well No. 6 was.compléted as |
far as the installation of the shaft?>
A. Installation of what?
Q. The well shaft, the casing.

I think I can help youvﬁith a page
refefence. If you would look at Pagelz, the third
parggréph under "Construction of WwWell No. 6," it
says, “Construction and testing of the weil Qés

completed on July 1éth."

A. Yes. This waes the first phase of test work.

"Subsequently, there was some additional test work

performed on the well.

0. =~ Was there any additicnal water gquality
testing done with respect to the watervquality in
Well WNo. 6, at or about the time of its completion,
that is around Juiy, 19767

A. Would you repeat that question, please?

0. I will rephrase it. Dpid anYoﬁe test the

water quality out of Well No. 6, when it was

completed?
A Yes.
Q. Who did, and what were its results?

MR. RODBERG: And Mr. Anory, I am going to
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have a document marked which may help you. This is
not é test ﬁf your mna2mory.

I have 2 letter on Walter Amory stationery;
signed by David A. Jaccbsen. It appears to be dateé
August 11, 1976, to Robert Taylor, Director,
Divis}on of wWater Compliance and Hazardous Materials

(Document marked as Amory Deposition
Exhibit 8 for identification)
A. I am about to answer your questicn, if you

would just let me.

Q. Sure.
A. Does the question still stand?
Q. Yes. I was going to show you the document

to see if it could help you answer the question. If
you don't need it..,.
A, Thank you. I think I can answer it.

The test work on water samples taken from

Well No. 6 was performed by the Newlands Laboratory,

and by the State Department of Health. The results
of the test work, again this was back iIn 1976, |
indicated that after we had coméleted ten days of
pumping -~ this included two five-day phases -- that
the quality of the water was suitable as a source of

drinking wvater supply.
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Q. Do you know when in 1976 the ten days of
pumping occurred?
A, Yes. I think I can answer you on that.

The first five and a half day pump test ran

from July € through 11, 1976. We subsequently ran
five~day test from Septembér 15 to September 20,
1976,

0. nid anything occur subsequent to July 20;
1976, to change the conclusion that the water
quality was suitable as a source of drinking water
_supply?

A, Are you inferring, sir, that that was the
statement that I made in my testimony?

Q. -Yes, I am assuming that.

A. That was not the statement I made in my
testimony.

Q. You described two five~day»pump tests.

A. Yes.

Q. Water quality was measured in those
intervals.

A, 1 believe my testiﬁony was that at the
completion of all test Qork, that the water was
determined to be suitable for public water supply.

Q. What was the period of time encompéssed by

a
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"all of the test work"?

A. I have just given it to you, sir.

Q. That would have been July 6 thtough July
20th, 19767

A. No, sir. That wbuid have been July &
through July 11, five ané a half days; and then
September 15 through September 2¢, five days.

l Q. And all of the results of analyses
pe}formed on water samples, in the Interval between
Jﬁly 6 through September 26, 1976, indicated water
was suitable as a source of drinking Qater supply?

A. It did indeed.

Q. My next cguestion is did anything come‘to
your attention at that time or subsequently, which
in any way indicated the water quality from Well Wo.
6 was not suitable as a source of.drinking water
supply?

A. What do you mean "at thaf tine"?

0. In the time period July 6,A1976, through
September 20, 1976, or subsequent.

A, Yes. There was evidence to show that we
had some heavy metals in the water, and this was
indeed the reason for conducting’a second five-day

test.
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On the completion of the five-day test,'the‘
levels of heavy metals were determined to be Below'
the limits recommended for safe drinking_watér.

Q. Who conducted the test fof heavy metals
that led to the secohd five-day test?

A. I believe the State'Health>Department;I

0. Weré»any heavy hetals included as part of
the analysis that Aﬁory Consultant Engineers
commissioned in the first round of tests_in July of
197572

A. No, there were not.

MR. RODBERG: We have marked as Amory
Deposition Exbhibit 8, a letter of David A. Jacobsen
to Robert Taylor, dated August l1, 1976.

(Discussion off the record)

MR. RODBERG: Off.the record Mr. Amory
indicated he wanted to add something'to.his.previous
testimony. Go ahead.

A, I believe you asked me, sir, If analysis
for heavy metals had been included as ﬁart of the
analysis which we made on samples collected during
the fivg-day test. I responded, that.no{ we had‘hot
included that. And basically, tﬁe_re;son that we

had not included heavy metals in our analysis was
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because, to the best of your knowledge, there was no
indication of these heavy metals, namély leaa and
mercury, in the water that had ‘been pumped from Well
No. 4 directly across the fiver, since approximately
the mid-~'60s.

Q. Is your last statement based on a_feview of
any analysis for lead and mercury from Well No. 4,
in the 1960s?

A, I cannot recall at the time whether I
actually sat down and looked over these analyses. I
don't remember having seen any such evidencé. That
is going back quite a while. I honestly cannot
remember,

C. During the first round of sampling and
analysis, in July of 1976, were samples also

obtained and analyzed with respect to Well MNo. 47?

A. This was during the first fivg—day test?

Q. Yes, sir. |

A. Not as part of the Amory Engineers test
work. |

Q. Let me show you Anory Deposition Exhibit 8.
Are you familiar with the letter?
"A. I believe I am. I would just like to see -——|

off the record.
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(Discuséion off the reccrd)
MR, RODBERG: Sure.
A. Yes, I have that here. I am familiar with
it. I am very familiar with it.
0. One of the decisions that was made, with
respect to the second round of five days of pumping
for September, 1976, was to now test Well No. é for

heavy metals, particularly lead and mercury; is that

right?
A That is correct.

Q. Was a decision made also at that time to

test Well MNo. 4 and some other wells in the area as

well?
A. I believe so, yes.
0. In your report, which we have marked as

Amory Dleposition Exhibit 7; you 1nc1uéed the results
of thaf second round of testing, which !s part of
Table B2; is that right?

A. Correct.

Q. And yocur report discusses the wvater q@ality
in Wells 4 and 6} the results of the test in the
section beginning on Page 7; 1s that right?

A. Yes. Weli, the results displayed in Table

B2, to which you have just referred, sir, in which I
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might add because of the reduced pumping rate at

which we tested the well during the second phaée of

the testing, the heavy metals, namely mercury and

lead, 2ll measured less than the MCL.

G What do you mean, sir, by "MCL%?

A, Maxinum contaminant level, as prescribed by

EPA drinking water standards.

Q. That was true of Well No, €7
A. That was true of Well No. € and Well No. 4
Q. You did, however, make a recommendation,

which appears at the foot of Page 8, with respect to

the use of Wells 4 and 6 as a result of the analysis

for mercury and lead?

A, That is correct.
Q. During this period preceding --
A. Excuse me just a minute. Should I amplify

what that recommendation was?

Q. —= well --
‘A. -~ for the record.
Q. . Did you make a recommendation orally that

was not contained in your written recommendation
that appears on Page 87
A. No.

Q. Do you think in any way the recommendation

DORIS O. WONG ASSOCIATES
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that'appeafs in your written report is ét all
misleading or misstated, or requires amplificaéion
of some kind?

A, 0f course not; as lonyg as it is recogﬁized
as being there.

Q. Did you, in the first round of sampling, in
July of-1976, commission‘any analysis fér: |
organohalides?

:A. We did not.

Q. pid information concerning organohaliées in
Wells 4 and 6 come to your attention prior to your
report of November 12th, 197672

A. No, sir.

0. what was behind the statement on Page 9,
the first paragrapn, then? By "behind it," I mean
what led up to your putting the sentence, and I will
read it for the record so yocur answer {s more cleear,
“"The Department of Health has recommended that both
wells be monitored monthly for metals and
orgahohalides (a group of hydrocarbon ccmpounds) for
which no limits as of yet have been established.
Adherence to this recommendation would appear most
prudent.”

A. I think in response to your gquestion, that
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we should refef to the State of Connecticut,
Department of Health letter,'dated October 25,.1976,
addressed to David A. Jacobsén,vWaltef Amory |
Consulting Engineers( in which the‘Department.makes
the :recommendation thatvthe Water Depgrtmént use Nd.'H
4 well sparingly, and blend the water from it with
Well‘ﬁo. 6, and that water from both Wells é and 6
be ﬁonitored at monthly intervals for both metals
and:organohalides duriﬁg periods tﬁat the wells are
in use, so that contamination level can be
established. And we indeed, at the fop of éage 9 of
our November 12, 1976 report,.did recomménd that
this recommendation be adhered to.

Q. The Appendix C, supplemental éata that is
attached to Amory Deposition Exhibit 7, contains

more than just the letter of October 25th, 1276, -

dealing with the same subject matter of

organohalides, does it not?
(Discussion off the record)

A. Excuse me. ‘What was vour question again,

sir?

Q. I will rephrase it.
In your previous answer, you made reférence

to an October 25th, 1976 letter. I am merely
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pointing out that Appendix C to your report contains
other letters between the State of Conngcticut and
Southington Water Department, which apéear to deal
with the same subject matter, namely organchélides
in Wells 4 and 6?

A, Yes.

C. Your aﬁswer was not restricted to just the
reference to the October ZSth iletter, but your
recommendation in your report was basecd on all of

the information that you had accumulated from the.

state and other sources, as shown in Appendix C?

A. Yes. I weuld say specifically the two
letters, October 25 and October 15, 1976.

Q. One of the recommendations which the state
appears to be making is to use Well No. 4 sparingly,
and blend with %Well No. €. .Do you have an .
understanding of what that was going to accomplish?

A, Well, Ibcannot answer that question
directly; I would have to Surmise that the intent
for blending would be that the concentration of
organohalides was greatly iower in wWell No. 6 than
in No. 4.

Q. Turn please to the October 15, 1976 letter.

There is a statement there, and I recognize it is
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not your statement, but I want to read it, and I
will ask you a question about it. In the second
full paragraph of the letter from Mr. darema to Mr.
Bean, i£ says, "The heavy use.of Well NMNo. 4 has
established a cone of influence which includes the
area affected by the hydro carbon pollutants end
quote,‘ Dc you know what was the area that Mf.
Jérema was referring to?
A. Mot specifically, no.

Q. Had you had any discussions, in or about

‘Cctober, 1976, and leading up to yocur renort of

November 12, 197€¢, about the cone c¢f influence
established by the heavy use of Well Nﬁ. 4?
‘A. Ne, we have not, not to my knowledge.

Q. Independently of Jarema'’s statements, did
you at all, in preparing your report, consider the
evidence of hydfocarbon contamination as affecting
the conclusion that either Wells 4 and 6 were
suitable for use?

A, KWould you plesse repeat that question.

0. I will rephrase it.

It is fair to say, is it not, that exhibit
Appendix C to your report contains deéna regarding

hydrocarbon contamination in Wells 4 and 67

Y
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A. Yes,

Q. pid you consider tﬁat data, in making your
reédmmendations to use Wells 4 and 6 for public
water supply? .

F We made no recommendations at that time
regarding No. 4. We were concerned Qith Mo. 6,
since that was the well that we had been involved
with the construction.

Q. As of November 12, 1976, Wall No . G-had ne

pump station, did it?

A, That is correct.

Q0. ‘Thefe was no permanent pump house?

A. That is correct.

Q. There were n¢ turbines?

A. That is correct.

0. .There was no permanent'electrical; is that
right?

A. That is correct.

Q. Do you knbw how much cost had been expended

on the construction of Well HNHo. 6, as of November 12,_
19767

A, Assuming that -- yes, I would say ‘perhaps,
ail told, excluding the cost of land purchase,

perhaps $75,000.
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Q.A Was the greater part of the expenditure in
effect yet to come, namely the pump house and
permanent installation?

A. Indeed.

Q. Did you consider the data that you were now
privy to, in recommending the further construction

of the pump station and pump house, and permanent

installation of Well No. 62

A. For what it was worth, certainly.

Q. And it was your considered recommendation

‘that the Town of Southington go forward with the

construction; is that right?

Af Indeed it was. Might I a2dd some comrnent
which would throw some light on the reason why this
was our recommendation.

Q. You may.

A. On the completion of the testing of Well
No. 6, in the.fall of 1976, there was no evidence
showed that the wells should not be used as a source
of public water supply, and that a pumping stetion
be constructed.

The Connecticut State Department of Health
letter of October 25th, 1976, together with the

Newlands Laboratory test results contained in
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Appendix B2 of our November 12, 1975.report, oh the
constructidn of Well No; 6,-indicéted that in fact
we had an excellént quality of Qater based on the.
standards that were in effect at the end of 1976 fér
evaIuating thé quality of water supply. -

It was not untjl 1977, that the
centamination cf grouhdwater supply by érganic
chemicals( started tc emerge és a problen. It was
not until the spring of 1978 thaf this == thét

contamination by organic chemicals wculé beconme a

prcecblem in groundwater supply in the State of

" Massachusetts, which Is comparablie to Connecticut,

in that today the two states havebthis same problemn.
Finally, it was not until June of 197¢,

that the so-called snarls suggested, and adverse
reaction level for crganohalides, was established by
the EPA. So that in our judgnent, basgd cn the yard
sticks that were used tc evaluate the quality of
groundwater supply for publiic consumption, wé hagd
evidence to indicate that the water that we had
found at Well No. € was indeed suitable.‘

Q. Was it any part of your recommendation that
the contamination from organics in viell Wo. 4 was

worse than that in well No. 67
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A. Did we make mention of that in our report?'
I don't recall any conversation about that. This is
a report on the constructicn of Well N§. 6.

Q. Was there a éeparéte decision making
meeting or exchange.of correspondence at which a go

ahead decision with respect to the pump station was

.

made?
A. Could YOU repeat that questicen?
Q. Let me go back. Yocu point out to me that

your November 12, 1976 report, which we.have marked
as PMmory Deposition Exhibit 7, is a report on the
construction of Well No. §; is that correct?

A. Correct.

Q. Was there anoﬁher report, or was there a
separate decision to go forward from November 12,

1976, with construction of the pump station feor that

well?
A. Yes.
Q. And is that decision -- was that decision

based on a recommendation of Walter Amory Consultant
Engineers, that the Board of Water Commissioners
should go forward with such construction?

A. I have nc idea what that decision was based

on. It just so happens that this report includes

"DORIS 0. WONG ASSOCIATES
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such a recommendation.
Q. Let me show you a letter which appears to
be over your signature, dated October 14, 19749, to

Mr. Bean, which I would like marked as the next

exhibit.
(Document marked as Amory Deposition
Exhibit 9 for identificatiﬁn)
Q. Mr. Amory, I am sﬁowing you the Amory

Exhibit 9.

A Yes.,

Q. Do you have the counterpart of this in
front of you now? |

A. I believe I do, yes, sir.

Q. The letter appears to acknowledge a qgo
ahead from Mr. Bean to prepare plans and
specifications for the construction of the pumping
station for Well No. 6. Po I understand the letter
correctly?

A Yes.

Q. And insofar as prééaring pians and
specifications, that go ahead bhad been given to you
even before your November 12, 197¢ report?

A, It would appesar so, ves.

Q. It would also have been a go ahead that had
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occufred before you received the organohalides data
from the State of Connecticut, by the October 25th,
1976 letter?

Al Your statement of the chronology is correct,x
sir.

Q. Ny question is, was there any
reconsideration, or any consideration given to going
ehead with the pumping station after you had
refeived the additional data on organohalides, and
after your report of Novembef 12, 167¢€¢7?2

A. The answer is yes. I am just tryirg to
find the record of it. I assume thet would be the
next guestion, would it?

C. Yes.

A, I did have a conversation with Mr. BRean
subsequent to the receipt of the information on
organchalides, subsequent to the submission of this
report, subsequent to ;eceipt o: authorization to
proceed with plans and spe;ifications for the
pumping station. I cannot remember the exact date.
I can't readily put my hand on that in the file.

On the other hand, the conversation
resulted in agreement between Mr. Bean and myself

that indeed, because the Town of Southington needed
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the water and because there was no clear indication
that we had a problem here, that'indeedee should go
ahead with the preparation of plans and |
specifications for the pumping station. I believe
that was some time either in November or December of
197§. |
Q. Did in fact construction go forward,'and
did in fact your firm perform services in connectfon
with 1it? |
A. Yes, we did.
MR, RODBERG: I suggest we bréak for lunch
now, and resume after the luncheon recess.

{Luncheon recess taken)
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AFTERNOON SESSION .1:28 P.M. .
(Document marked as Amory Deposition
Exhibit 1¢ for identification)
BY MR. RODBERG: |

Q. Mr. Amory, the actual construction of the

pump station for Well No. 6, what physical features

did it entail?

A, The bﬁilding consisted of a concrete bklock
structure, with reinforcedvconcrete foundatidn, and
reinforced concrete roof slab, heated by electricity.l
Pumping equipment included a vertical turbine pump,
right angle gear-drive electric motor, and a liquia
propane gas fired engine.

0. Can you give me the approximate dates --

A. Can I finish answering your gquestion?
Q. 1f you have not finished, please continue.
A. In addition to pumping equipment, the

pumping station included chemical feed equipment,
namely a gas chrlorinator, chlorline cylinder sqale,
chlorine injector booster pumrp, and a saturator,
with chemical feed pump»to provide the mandated
fluoridation treatment..

The control of the pumpinj énd chemical

feed equipment was automated by {nstrumentation, and
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individual to the pumping station, there was built a

l12—-inch water main connection between the station

and an existing town distribution main.

0. Have you completed your answer?
‘A That completes my answer, ves, sir.
Q. Can you give me the approximate dates of

construction, that is when construction began, and
when it was substantially completed?

A, Construction began during the spriné of
1977, and was substantially completed by the end of
the year.

Q. During the period commenqing with the
spring of 1977, was your firm engaged by the Board
of Water Commissioners with respect to water qﬁality
considerations as opposed to the supervisioﬁ of
construction in the -~ I will céll it the hard
engineering in&olved with the pump sta;ion itself?

A. This would be beginning wheﬁ?

Qf In the spring'of 1677,

A. I wonéer, Mr. Rodberg, {if I could just add
one additional response to your quéstion regarding
the physical features of the pumping staticn.

0. Sure. Go ahead.

A. Namely that based on the water sampling
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results that had been received by the State
Depaftment cf Public Health, and subseduent to the
submission of the plans and specifications for the
pumping station, the Department, by letter of
January 18, 1277, approved the Well do. 6 and
pumping station.

Q; Are you referring to a specific documenﬁ

when you mention such & specific date?

A. Yes, I am referring to a document from the

‘State cf Connecticut, State Department of Public

Health, dated January 18, 1977, addressed to MNr.
David A. Jacobsen, PE, Mr. Walter Amory Consultant
Engineers, P.O. Box 1467, Duxbury, Massachusetts,
N2332, signed by Richard &. WOodhull,lChief, Water
Supply Section, Environmental Health Services
Division.

Q. May I see the letter you are referring to,
please?

A, Sure.

0. I wonder if at some point that is
convenient to us all, we can arrange to have a copy
of this provided to us, Mr. Amory?z

A. I sece no problem with that.

Q. 1 had asked a question about whether your
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firm was engaged to provide any other services
beginning in the spring of 1977,.such as in the area
cf water'quality.
 A. This would be in addition to services in
connection with the construction of the welllpumping
station?
Q. Yes.

A, well MHMo. 67

Q. Yes, sir.
A. Not during the spring of 1977, no.
Q. I have had a document marked off the record,]

which I will now refer to on the record,las Amory
Exhibit 10, which is a letter with attachments,
dated May 2, 1977, from Mr. William R. Hogan, of the
Department of Environmental Protection, to Mr.
Waelter Armory, although I assuns he means Mr. Amory,
attentien Mr. David Jacobsen;

Would you review that documeht and tell me
whether you are familiar with the document, and what
were the circumstances that led to the document
being sent to yocu or your colléague, Mr. Jacobsen?

(Witness reviews document)

A. This document is essentiaily a compilation

of water sampling results conducted by the
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Department of Environmental Protedtion, an earlier
sample of which was reportedly collected on
September 16, 1976, this sample being the one which
first showed the presencé of organchalides, to the
best of my knowledge. And I believe that the
circumstaﬁces which led ué to that sampling -~- the
circumstances was the fact thast the State Department
of Eealth did indeed pick up incication of
organohalides during the second phase cf the testing
of Well No. 6.

C. What was the involvement, though, of Walter

Amory Consultants insofar as the traﬁsﬁiﬁtal of the

gdata attached to Amory Exhibit 1072

A, Transmittal of the date from whom to whom,
pleaszse?

Q. It appears to be a transmittal from the
State DEP to your firm. |

A. We were the recipients.

C. What did¢ you do, that is what did your firm
do, with respect to this data or any other data, in
the spring of 19777

A, Oon April 18th, 1977, vie wrote a letter to
the Director of the Divisicr of Water Compliance,

DEP, pointing out the concern of the Southington
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Wate:worksvbepartment regarding pollut@&n -~ or the
need for poilution abatement, and thevfact_that
Solvents Recovery had not taken sufficient actién to
abate this pollution, and expressed the Water 
Depértment's réquest that DEP giVe consideration to"
further requirements for pollution abatement
facilities at Solvents ﬁecovety. o )

Q.. Sir, had there been some.investigation or
work on the paft of Walter Amory Consultants, prior
to April 18, 1977, which led to the letter of that
date? | |

A. Not to my -~ not that I recall. ﬁnless you
can come up with something there in the file. I
have not been able to come up with anything in my
file.

0. You testified to an ohservation made from
beyond the fence line in the mid summer of 1975, in
Solvents' operation?

A. Yes.

Q. Now we have reference to é letter of April
18, 1977. Between those two dates, what 1Ff anythinér
did yo@r firm do in connection with -- I will try to
use your words -- pollution from Solvents Recovery

Service, or pollution abatement?
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A. Well, my letter of August 11, 1976, we
wrote Mr. Robert Taylor, Director of the Division §f.;
Water Coupliance, DEP, pointing ocut that the
Department of Health had détected leaé and mercury
in the analysis of water samples which they had
taken during the test well work.

And we also pointed out te Mr. Taylor that
ve were concerned about the source of pollutants,
and that the source should be determined. .We did
point out one potential source as being Solvents
Recovery Service of New England.

In essence, the purpose of this letter was

to try to encourage the DEP tc do further test work.

And I would say that pursuant to this letter, this
test work was done, the results of which you have
just shown me. |

Q. And just so the record is clear, the
results that you just referred to would have been
the Amory Exhibit 10 results transmitted ﬁo you by
DEP?

A, Transmitted to Amory Engineers by DEP; that
is correct,

C. Sdbsequent to May 2nd, 1977, dié your firm

have a continuing involvement in working either with
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the State DEP, or the Town of Southington, with
respéct to identifying sources of pollution?

A. Yes. »

O. Did you have a separate ccntract for those
services? Do you understand my question?

A, Yes, I understand your question.

C. I mean separate frdm the work cn the
development of Well No. 6?

A. Yes. Yes, ve did.

Q. Do you have a copy of that with you todéy?

A. I have a copy of & letter dated June 2],
1972, addressed to Mr. Bean, signed by me, Walter
Amory, stating that it is our understanding at the
time that the Water Commissiconers had authorized us
to proceed with engineering work associated with

test well monitoring in the vicinity of Well No. 6,

and incidentally, some other work not related to the

Well No. 6 area.

Q. May I see that letter, please?
A. Surely.
Q. Turning your attentior, however, from the

period to May 2nd, 1977, through the period June 21,

1978, what work, if any, did your firm do in

connection with either monitoring of the wells in
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the vicinity of Wells 4 and 6, or identifying
saurces of pollution more genefally?

A. e were asked to revieﬁ_the results of
analysis of samples for lead and mercury, taken from
Well No. 6, and the adjacent test wells. This w&rk
went up through about the middle of January of 1978.
That;did not involve any actual testing on our part,
hoyé&er, but rather the.monitcring of the results of
teéting for the presence of lezad &and mercury.

In addition, during the period from about,
oir, August of 1977, through the period June of 1979,
we supervised and directed a test Qell monitoring
prégram tc identify the source and the movement cf
groundwater contaminants in the vicinity of WwWell VNo.
6.

Q. Did you limit your inguiry, in the pericd
August, 1977, through June of 1978, to squrces andgd
movements of groundwater contamination in the
vicinity of Well No. 6, or did you also include Well
No. 4°?

A.A Well No. 4 being within 40C feet of Wwell
No. 6, we also included a look at.Well No, 4.

Q. Did your firm prepare any written reports

of its work at any time relating to the period
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May, '77 through June cf '79?

\
l

’ |

A. Yes,. i
C. Do you have such a report cr reports with

|

you today?
A I believe I do. | i

|

Q. Would you identify them by cate, first of
|

all. And then if I may, I would like to see them.
“A. I am not sure as I can give them to you in
chronolqgical order. But perhags the thing to doi
would be to start with the most recent, and work
back.
The most recent report on grocundwater
a

contamination in the vicinity of Wells 4 and 6, 1

report addressed to Mr. Pania2l C. Christy, dated

e— — = - -

-

i
June 18, 1679, Do you want toc see these in seqguence,

i

|

or or all at once?
|

0. I thinkx I will probably locok at them all'lat
l

’ . . l
once., Because as you give me the dates, I will see

if I already have coples. :
(Discussion off the record) ‘
A That was the June 18, 1979 report.
.(Discussion off ihe record)
0. I believe I have a copy of that.

A. 0h, you have that one?

DORTIS 0. WONG ASSOCTATES
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c. Yes. Would you verify that they appear to

be the same? Then I will mark,the-copY»that I have. :

A. Yes, that is the same.
MR. RODBERG: Let's have the report of June

18, 1979, marked as the next Amory deposition-‘

exhibit.
(Document marked as Amory Deposition
Exhibit 11 for Identification)
A. The next one, going back again, is déted

August 8, 1978, addressed tc MNr. Daniel C. Christy.

‘This essentially Is a status report on halogenated

organic groundwater in the vicinity of %Wells 4 and 6.{
Q. Befcre we go on. I thirnk it would be
easier iIf you could take a look at the dccuhent I am
showing you, and verify this it is the same as the
one you just mentioned from your files.
Al Indeed you have done your homewerk; same
one.
MR. RCDBERG: Let's have that marked as
Amory Deposition Exhibit 12.
| (Pocument marked as Amory Deposition
Exhibit 12 for identification)
MR. RODBERG: I reelize that Mr. Amory is

going through his files, and is taking letter
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reports out. I am just going to alert him to the
fact that I also have a document that fits the same
generalldescription as the documents he has so‘far
identified, dated November 13, 1878.

Q. My question is would you classify that as q'i
report within the scope of the work on groundwater
contamination that you were doing?

A, Yes. This letter of November 13, 1978, is
essentially a letter containing recommendatiéns on
the establishment of sampling précedures. Naturally,}
when you are getting into a problem like this, énd
the scope of what you are getting iInto is not clear
at the outset, you have to make adjusthents in your
program as you go along. ‘I believe that was the
essence of that letter.

MR. RODBERG: For the record, let's mark
the November 39, 1978 letter, from Walﬁer Amory
Consultant Engineers, to Daniel Christy, as Exhibit
Amory 13.

(Document marked as Amory Deposition
Exhibit 13 for identification)

Q. I am waiting for you to identify the

reports that you rendered to the Board of Water

Commissioners regarding your activities in
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groundwater --
A. I think you have them all.
C. Thank you. If any come up that we have

missed, I understand you have voluminous files

there, and I may have a letter or two that you would

regard as & report, and get into those. I»want to
go back, then, in time a little bit.

You have identified, that at least §n May
2nd, 1977; you were receiving a recapitulation lakes
of the sampling to date; that is Amory Exhibit 1072

A. Yes.

0. Do you recall @ time, in the summer of 1§77,j
when you had discussions regarding some additional
monitoring wells at the north edge of Well No. 6
well field?

A. I do.

Qo Tell me who thcse discussions were with,
and what was the outcome of them?

A. Those discussions were with thn Bean, and

they related to the need for installing additional

2 1/2-inch test wells in the area adjacent to Wells

4 and 6, as well as the area to the north of Well
No. 6, for the purpose of identifying the source and

the travel of groundwater contaminants.
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Q. Were you concerned at all, sir, of

baffecting groundwater quality once Well No. 6 went

into service?
A. Would you restate that question, please?
MR. RODBERG: Well, let me first -- I am
referring to a letter. lThe letter is not to you or
froh you. I am just trying to aék yod if you recall
whether you have had discussions én\certain subjects?
I Qill have the letter marked and shcw it to‘you,
and that might help clafify my questions.
This is a letter frbm Paul Marin to John
Bean, dated July 1, 1977.
(Document marked as Amory Deposition
Exhibit 14 for identification) |
Q. I have had that letter marked as Amofy
Exhibit 14, Mr. Marin réfers to a meéting at wnich
Dave Jacobsen of Walter Amory, was In attendance on
June 30, 18977. In the coufse of the letter, he
makes the statement that, ”AS discussed at the
meeting, the Water Depértment‘will inétall two
monitoring wells at the north edge of the Well Nof 6
well field, in order to doéument existing water
quality there and to act as monitors of changes in

ground waliter quality once pumping commences at Well
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No. 6."
Do you recall discussions with anyone
concerning‘changes'in groundwater quality once Well

No. 6 began pumping?

A Groundwater quality where?

Q. In the vicinity of Well No. §.
lA. Yes.

.b. Who were those discussions with?
A. John Bean.

0. Did you express scme concern?

A. I diad.

Q0. = What was the concern you expressed to Mr.
Been concerning changes in groundwater gquality once
pumping commenced aﬁ Well No. 672

A. That there would be the potential for
migratlion of pollutants towards Well No. 6.

Q. And was it one of your suggestions, or
perhaps someone else's, that monitoring wells be

installed nerth of Well No. 6?

A, This was our suggestion.

Q. Do you know whether that waéldone?

Ao Yes, it was.

Q. Do you know the label or name given tc the

wells installed, and who did it, and when?
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A. 1 do know that I can give you that

information, ves.

Q. Could you please. If ‘it is by :eference_to‘

2 document, could you tell me the document.

A This is the decument on which these wells

are located. And to identify the document, this is

Figure No. 1, prepared by the Town of'Southington
Waterworks Department, ﬁap showing pipe lines on
Curtis Street property, dated 12—28—78. And, to the
best of my knowledge, &ll of the test we1l§ that

were used to monitor the presence of organics in the

"groundwater, adjacent to Wells 4 and 6 and to the

north of Well No. 6, are shown on this pléh.

Q. My question relates specifically to two

wells referred tce in that July 1, 1977 letter. Do

you know what number or nomenclature they were given
A. Well, if I could know which wells you were

referring to, I could identify them by number.

Q. But you are not able to answer my -question?
p\ - Il O .
Q. Do you recall being involved, sir, in the

course of your work, in discussions about two
backhoe pits to be placed at the boundafy between

the Cianci property and the Water Company property?

§
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MR. RODBERG: I will shdw'you 2 letter also
on that subject, from Paul Matih to John Bean, dated
November 14, 1977, which I will mark fér\
identification, | | |
(Document marked as Amory Deposition
Exhibit‘ls for identificationj

Q. I am showing you Amory Exhibit 15. I
wonder if it helps you, or independently of that you
can recall some discussion about backhoe pits to be
located at the Cianci Water Conpany vropgrty
boundary?

A, I recall some discussion about these test
pits. I have never seen the test pits. &AnRd I donrn't
believe that'Amory Engineers was actually censulted
on any of the details involving»their construction.

Q. Do you know whether indeed they were ever
constructed? |

A. Not for sure.

Q. Was it part of the services that you were
rendering to the Board_of Water Commissionersz to
attend meetings from time to time with
representatives of the State in connection with ihe
contamihation of Wells 4 and 672

A. Yes.,
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Q. Did you keep minutes of meetings in the
regular course of your activities at such.meetings?

A. Yes.

Q. I want to address yourself to a specific
meeting on a specific date. I happen to have notes
of a conference. I am not.sure who prepared them.
I will tell you that the date is December 21, 1977.

2nd first let me ésk yod whether |
independent of this dccument, yéu have some other
note2s or minutes of the meeting?

(Witness reviews'adpument)

A, This is the only document that I recall Q
which irnrdicates what went on at that meeting. i
believe Mr. Taylor of our office -~ I am sorry —-- 1
stand corrgctéd. I was at that meeting with Mr.
Taylor cf our office,

MR. RODBERG: Let me have the notes of
conference, dated December 21, 1977, marked as the
next exhibit for identification.

(Document marked as Amory Depositioﬁ
Exhibit 16 for ldenti{fication)

Q. Dc you recallldiscussion, either at that

that meeting or around that time, apout the sources

of contamination te¢ Well No., 472
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A. Yes.
0. what were the discussions, as best you can
recall?
A, Well, to be honest with you, sir, I cannot

recall any'disdussions that are not reported on this
notes of conference.

Q. Have you.reviewed the notes of conference
that I have>marked?

A. I have looked them over, yes.

Q. Is there anything in the notes that you
recall as not having occurred either the way {t is
presented, or not having oc;urred in your presence?

A, In other words, are you asking me }f the
notes of confereﬁce are inaccurate?

Q. Yes.

A. This was four yeers égo. I simply cannot‘
answer the guestion.

MR. RODBERG: I am going to have marked
next another conference notes, this one of January
18th, 1978, also in the same.format, showing Mr.
Amory's presence. |

(Document marked as Amory Deposition
Exhibit 17 for identification)

Q. First, Mr. Amory, do you have, independent

DORIS O. WONG ASSGCCIATES




N

\0

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23

24

80
0006756

of this document I have had marked as Amory
Deposition Exhibit 17, any notes in your own filles

of a conference of that date -—-

A, No.

Q. -~ with representatives of the State?

A. No, not to my knowledge.

Q. wWould you please reviéw the document, and

does it appear to be a substantially accurate
representation of the meeting as you recall it?

{(Withess reviews document)

A. Again, with the caveat that this meeting
was over —-- it was almost four years ago, I find
that the minutes —-- the notes of conference reflect

what transpvired at that meeting.

Q. At the bottom of the first page, in the
section headed, “"Introduction,"” the senterce begins
I wilil rgad the whole paragraph, Southington
Waterworks Departitent Well No. 4 is contaminated
with organohalides. Small amounts of organochalides
have been detected in others of the Town's wells.
Well No. 6 is of particular concern, because it is
between Well No. 4 and the apparent source of
contamination, The appareﬁt source consists of two

0ld sludge lagoons on the property of Solvents

. DORIS 0. WONG ASSOCIATES
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Récovery. The exact path of travel of the
contamination has not been establi=zhed. However,
the sludge lagoon is only about 2,000 feet from Vell
No. 6." I will go back to that.

Do you recall discussion as to the amounts

‘of organohalides in other of the Town's wells?

A No.

;Q. Do you have any data as to the testing of
wells other than 4 and 6 fér orga;ohélides in the
Town of Southington?

A. I believe I do, but that was subsequent to
January 18, {978r

Q. Do vou have any recocllection of any dota
having been presented either at thé January l18th

meeting, or previous to that, concerning

organohalides levels in other town wells?

A, No, I don't, not prior tec or on Janunary 18,
1978.
C. ~ The statement, "The apparent source

consists of two o0ld slug lagoons on the propetty of
Solvents Recovery," was tﬁe discussion at that time 
concerned with the source of contamination to Well
No. 6 alone, or to Well No. 4 alone, or to both?

A. At that time it was —-— both wells were of
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concern, both 4 and 6.

Q. The reference to “"the apparent source®” ié
then a reference to Solvents Recovery as the
apparent source to bqth.wells; is that right?

‘A I cannot answer that question. I just
don't know.

Q.‘ Do you recall a2 time SUbsequenﬁ to January
18, 1978, vhen --

A. Excuse me. What was that? How did you
start that off?

Q. Do you recall whether subsequant to January

18, 1978, Walter Amory Consultant Engineers

expressed a different opinion as to the source of

contamination to Well No. 47?

A. During the monitoring period, the picture
changed as we went along. As of January 18, 1978,
it might well have appeared that the slug lagoons on
the property of Solvents Recoyery were in fact the
source of contamination for both wells. We had>not,
done very much testing for the presence aﬁd location |
of orgénohalides as of Januvary 18, 1978.

Subsequent to that date, we did a lot more
testing, and we did indeed discover that besides

this particular source of contamination, there
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appeared to be other sources of contamination;

Q. Did that additional testing apd analysis
lead to your report of August &, 1978, which we héve
marked as Amoty ﬁxhibit No. 12?2

(Discussion off the record)
THE WITNESS: All right. If you would be
good enough to ask me the question again.

(Question read back)

_ A. Yes. The answer is yes.
: Q. Do ycu have a copy of your report of August

8?2 Because I have several more questicns on that,
that I would like to ask.
(Discussion off the record)

0. Would you please refer to the last page of
Amory Exhibit 12.

A, Yes, sir.

0. It says, "It is our unders;anding that the
Department does not use well ¥No. 4, and is using
Well No. 6 only as necessary tc meet peak demand;
We concur with this approach. And it is our
understanding that the State Health Department also
concurs.,” |

What was the purpose of not using Well VNo.

4, and using No. 6 only as necessary to meet peak

DORIS 0. WONG ASSOCIATES
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demand?

A. Because there was a higher concentration of
chlorinated organics in Well No. ¢4 at the time, ﬁhan
there were in Well Nq.vﬁ;

Qs Do you kncw when Well No. 4 ceased to be

used?
A,  DNot exactly, no.
Q. Do you know when Well No. 6 first began to

be used?

A. Not exactly. But I think around the

'January of 19 -~ arcund January of 1978, Well No. §

-went into service.

MR. RODBERG: Let me mark as the next
exhibit, a letter of Auvgust 10, 1978, from.Waltet
Amory Consultant Engincers, to Daniel Christy.

(Document marked as Amcry Degosition
Exhibit 18‘for identification)

G I noticed this aslI was going through.
Take a lcok at Amory Exhibit 18. Is that another
report on the same subject as the Amory Exhibit 127

A. Have I seen this one before?

Q. No. I am showing that documenﬁ to you for
the first time.

A. What was the question again?

DORIS O. WONG ASSOCIATES
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Q. .Is that part of the same sﬁbject métter,
the continued involvement with the orgagohalide
contamination in Wells 4 and 67?2

A. Yes,

Q. Now, in the August 8th and August 10th
letters, I see a Mr. Daniel Christy’s name mentioned
for the first time, instead of Mr. Bean. Do ycu
reéall when Mr. Bean exited and Mr. Christy éntered
the picture?

A. I cannot remember exactly. But my guess
would be some time during the summer of 1978.

o. Do you know whether Mr. Bean cgntinued at
all to be involved after August of '78?

A, I have no idea.

Q. There is a recommendation, in Amory
Deposition Exhiﬁit 18, and I will read it,
"Accordingly we recommend thaﬁ the Department pump
Well No. 4 to waste for an extended period in order
to one, observe if the‘contamination will decrease
with time; and two, 'curtain®' the contamination and
reduce the chance of its reaching Well No. 6." And’
that was the recommendation of Walter Amory to the
Southington Watervworks Departuent?

A. I have lost track of these numbers. What
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is the date of the letter, sir?
Q. I amn referring to the August 10, 1978
letter.
A, _.what page are you referring to?

Q. The micddle of the first page, the third
full paragraph. |

A. All right.

Q. I want to ask you some guestions about that
recommendation.

A. Fire away.

Q. When you say, you use the word “curtain,”

"and it is in guotations, what do you mean by "curtain

the coﬁtamination"?

A, Contain.

Q. What contamination was going to be
contained by the pumping of waste to Well No. 4?2

A, Contamination which would normally flow -—-
correction -- migrate through the Qrbund from
wherever_the source might be, over to‘Well No. 6.
And in the process of flowing over towards No. §,
pass through the vicinity of No. 45

Q. Did the recommendation concerning pumping

Weil No. 4 to waste have anything to do with any

sources of contamination to Well No. 8 -- north of
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the well?

A Yes, it did.

C. What effect did you anticipate that your -

recommendation of punping Well 4 to waste would have

on contaminants north of Well No. 67

A. Pumping from Noc. 4 to waste would tend to
divert the flow of cocntaminants cominé in from the
north;

Q. And pumping 4 to waste would divert.
contaminants from the north in what direction and

from what direction?

A, Would you repeat that question, pleasec.
0. You saild that the pumping to waste would

divert contaminants?
A. Yes.

0. I am asking from where to where would it

divert contaminants?

A, Into the river.

Q. From where?

A, From the ground.

Q. From the ground north of WQll-No. 4?

A. From the ground north of Wwell No. 4.

Q. And from the ground north of Well Ne., & as

DORIS 0. WONG ASSOCIATES

(4



[\

10
11
12
13
14

15

17
18

19

21
22
23

24

0006764

A. Absolutely.

Q. Did you expect, in your recommendation,
that contaminants would be drawn within the cone of
influence of Well No. 672

A, Would you repeat that, please.

Q. When YOu made the recommendatioh, 1n.August
of 1978, to pump Well No. { to waste, did you expect
at that time that any contaminanﬁs north of Well Né.
6 would be drawn within the cone of infiuence of

Well No. 67

A. Indeed; otherwise we would nct have pumped
No. 4.
Q. =~ One of your recommendaticns in the

paragraph following the letter of August 10, 1978,
is that, "A pumping test should be performed on Well
r
No. 4 in order to determine how méeny hcurs per day_
the well need be pumped to act as an effective
curtain. We suggest that until this.test can be
performed and results analyzed, that Well No. 4 be
pumped to waste whenever Well No. 6 Is operating.”
Do yoh know whether your reccmmendation was
followed?

A. I really don't,. I cannot answer that.

0. Do you have any data of any pumping tests

DORIS O. WOMG ASSOCIATES
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having been performed on wWell No. 4, &t or
subsequent to August 10, 19782

A. I know this was done,‘but I don't believe
we have any records..

:Q. what determines how much or how long
pumping has to occur to act as &n affective curtein?

A. Monitor the results obtained from the test
work, and the testing —- the pumping of Well VNo. 4.

C. When you say "monitor," you mean monitor
for contaminants?

A, Yes.

Q. what would you expect to find in the data
on contaminants which would indicate how many hours
per day one needs to pump to be an effective curtain?

A. We never really had the chance to Go
through this to get the handle.required to answer
your questicn. Our w?rk terminated as of June of
1979, and as of this date, we simply did not have
enough hard information ﬁo come up with firm
recommendations on what was going on, and how the
wells should be operated.

Q. Was any aspect of your recommendation
followed with respect to the pumping to waste?.

A, Yes, I believe it was.

NAADY T N ILWIIAN, ACOCONf"TAMBEPO
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. wnat aspects were followed and what aspects-f
were not?

A. I believe that Well No. 4 was-indeed phmped
to waste. In fact it was pumped into the Quinnipiac
River.

C. Let me refer you tdvthe document that we
marked as Amory Deposition Exhibit 13, which you
identified from your records. This is dated
November 13th, 1973.

A. This is a letter?

Q. Yes. That's right. Strike that. I have
the wrong one. {

Instead I meant to refer ycu to Amory
Exhibit 11, which is your June 18, 1979 report.
Here you make the recommendation, 'Wé recommend
production Well No. 4 be pumped tc waste
approximately 20 hours per day, instead of the
previously recommended pumping coincident with
production Well No. 6." I want you to rewview the
entire letter.

(Witness reviews document})

Q. I take it your first recommendation, in
August, was tb pump 4 to waste whenever 6 Qas

operating?
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A. That's what the letter says; you take {t
right,
Q. Yell, I am trying to understand your words

as you used them then, in the cdntext of what ﬁas
happening. Then you obtained additionai data over
the next several months. And in June of 1979, you-
madg a change in your recommendation? B

 A. Yes.

Q. This time it was to pump 20.hour$ a day out
of ¢, regardless when 6 was operating?

A. Yes.,

Q. What prompted the change, and what data did
you rely on to make the recommendéd change?

A. I believe the reéson for that recommended
change was»that we did discover that there was soae
high concentrations of pellutants, contaminants, in
the area adjacent to No. 4. And that the most
effective way to flush them out was to pump No. 4 to
waste 20 hours a day. |

c. In your recommendatioh of June, 1979, did
you atvall consider the impact cf that pumping on
any contaminants north of Well ﬁo; 6?.

A. Contaminants north of Well Nc.'6 were a

continual concern. Indeed we 4ig.
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Q. What affect did you expect would happen if
you pumped Well No. 4 20 hours a day, as Yyou
recommended?

A. That the cone of influence would reach out
further than if we pumped it for shorter periods.

0. Were you involved at all in an applicationA
by the Town of Southington for a DESAPD permit?

A. Yes.

0. Discharge to waste?
a. Yes, we did.
Q. Was in fact the aprlication for that

prepared more or less by you as consultants for the

A, Yes.

MR. RODBERG: I am going to have what
appears to be a copy of that application, dated
January 10, 1979, marked for identification.

(Documeht marked_as Amory Deposition
Exhibit 19 for identification)

0. Mr. Amory, I am going to show you the
application. Would you.take a look at it and see {f |
you can verify that is in fact a copy cf the |
applicaticn that you were involved in preparing?

(Witness reviews document)
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M. Yes, I belleve 1f is.

Q. From your recolléction of the events, did
the actual physical pumping to waste commence'ptior
to the applicaticn being filed in January, 19792

Ao I cannot remember the sctual sequence'of
events in that tegatd.

Q. Do you have a reccllection tﬁat there was
some pefiod during which there was pumplng to waste?

A, There could have been. I just cannot

remember.

Q. Do you recall ever seeing it?

A, Seeing what?

0. Pumping to waste from Well No. 47

A. No, I do not.

Q. When you began idgntifying your reports to

the Boérd of Water Commissioners, yod started
backwards with the June 13, 1979 report.

A. Yes, sir.

Q. wWhich we have discussed. 1Is that the least
substantive communication you had in connection with
your work for fhe Board of Water Commissioners?

A. June 19, 1979?

Q. June 18.

A. June 187?
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Q. Yes,

A. Yes, it was; to tﬁe best of my'knowledge,
that is. |

Q. Did your work terminate with that report,
June 18th, 19797 |

A. I believe it digd.

Q. Have you been engaged subsequently in

behalf of the Board of Water Commissioners to
provide any consulting services?
A, Yes.

Q. Have those consulting services at all

.involved groundwater contamination in and about

Wells 4 and 6?2

A. No .

Q. Do you know whethgr, as of June 12, 1979,
Well No. 4 was being pﬁmpedvto waste?

A. I do nct know.

Q. Do you recall attending a public hearing,

with respect to the permit application, on April 26,

19792 ©Not that there is any significance to theat
date. That just happens tc be the date. Do you
recall the public hearing?

A. No, I don't. I don't recall having

attended that hearing, no.
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Q. Did you ever review the findlings with
respect to the permit application?

A. I believe I have, yes.

MR. RODBERG: Let me show you what is an

interdepartment message, but purports to be a report f"

of a public hearing, dated April 26, 1979.
| (Document ﬁarked as Amory Deposition
Exhibit 20 for idehtification)

Q. I am showing you now that aocument,.which
has been marked as Amdry Exhibit 2¢. Bave you ever
seen the report, either in that format as a memo, or
perhavs as a separate dcéument, sir?

(Witness reviews décument)

A. I believe I have seen that, vyes.

Q. When you first received it, did you agree
or disagree with any of the findings presented in
the form, based upon your own experience?»

A, I don't believe 1 did.

0. You had no conclusions eitber way with
respect to the £indings?

A. Only that:the perhit ha¢ been granted.
That was the prime effort.

MR. RODBERG: I have no further questions.

Thank you; sir.
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